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ABSTPACT
: This dissertation 1nvest1ga+es the effect of an
1na1v1dual zed remedial reading and mathematics program (the
Philadelphia Checkpoint Center Program) on the self concept of low
achieving third-grade children. In the program, children received
individualized, diagnostic and prescript¥ive instruction for 40
minutes daily in groups of 15 or fewer. In an effort to assess the
effectiveness of Checkpoint on self concept, and experimentel group
of 184 third-grade pupils was identified and exposed to the progranm
for 50 days. .A control group was composed of children who were
identified as low achievers but who did not participate in the
program. The Reading Section of Form A of the California Achiesvement
Test was administered prior to the 50-day period and Form B was
administered at the end of the study interval to children in both the
sxperimental and control groupsS. Three independent self concept
scales were administered to both groups before and after “the
treatment period. Two of the self concept measures were self reports
while 'the third, an inferred self concept assessment scale, was
completad by classroom teachers. The teacher scale and one
self-report form are included in appendices. Results indicated that
positive changes in the self concept and in reading achievement of
children exposed to the Checkpoint Program during the experimental
period were significantly greater on all measures than changes
experienced by the control group. .(Author/BRT)
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ABSTRACT

. THE EFFECTS OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION ON
THE IMPROVEMENT OF SELF CONCEPT OF LOW ACHIEVING
PRIMARY GRADE URBAN CHILDREN ' -
The Philadelphia, Pennsylvania School District
operates'the Checkpoint Center Program which was designed’
to correct low achievement problems of intellectually nor-

mal children in reading., Children were "cycled" out of

regular classrooms to receive indiVvidualized, diagnostic

and pfescriptive instruction for 40 minutes daily in groups
of 15 or less. This Stﬁdy was designed td discover 1if
measurable-chanéé in self concept resulted from exposure

to the program,

FIn an'é?fort tb assess %hevéffectiveness of Checkpoint
on self concept, an experimental group of 184 third grade
pupils was identified and exposed to the progfam for 50
dayé{ -Nelther the childfeh in the experimental gfoup nor. ~j
thé children in avcontrol‘group_had previous Chebkpoint
exposure. The Reading Section of Form A of the California
Achicvemeﬁt Test was administered pribr to the 50 day v
beriod and Form B was administered at the end of the study
- interval to children in Both the experimental and contrel
groups. Three independent celf concept écales were admini-
stered to both groups before and after the treatment period.

Two of the self concept measures were self reports while the.




thirq, an inferred self concept assessment scale, was com—.
pleted.by ciassroom teachers.

The results indicated that positive changes in the
self concept and in the réading aChievement’of'childrén
ex@osed to the Checkpoint Program during the experimental
- period were greater;on all measures than changes experi-
enced by the control group.. When comparing the relative
;éhéﬁgesvin self concept and reading achievement of-children
in the Checkpoint Program with those of thé control group,
the differences were étatiétically significant. it was
concluded that an instructional process that is Qarm and
péféonélized,as Well as diagnosfié-and prescriptive can
produce gains in both self concept and reading achievement
-among academically low achievinglpfihary gréde urban chil-

dren.
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" CHAPTER I
 INTRODUCHBION
. \ )

Pufpose and Need for Study.

In February 1974, the School District of Philadelphia,
Pennsylvaﬁia launched the Philadelphia Checkpoint Center
Program. ThHe program was designed to correct low achieve-
ment problemé of intellectually normal primary grade urban
children in grades one, two and three in reading and, in
some cases,. mathematics. Centers were located in lOO
schools and served approximately 6000 children. Each

éenter'proxided instruction for approximately 60 boys and

“girls whe were "cycled" out of their regular classrooms to

receive assistance in groups averaging 12 pupils for a

period of 40 minutes daily. Each Checkpoint Center teach-

_er was asslsted by an instructional aide whose presence

made possible-a pupil-adult ratio of approximately six to
one during an instructional period.in the center. Instruc-
tion was diagnostic and corrective in nature and was con-
centrated on reading and, to.a limited extent; on mathe-

matics throughvan apprdach'that treated specifically

_identified skill.mastery.deficiencies. .The.critical.aspect .. . .

of the program was that instruction which can be described
as personalized or individualized was provided. A great
deal of attention was given to stressing the personal con-

1
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tact between the adult staff member and the child.
| Prior to the start of the program, administrators
were fearful that children and parents would resist assign-
ment toia program resembling a special class éetting1 How-
ever,}contrary to what had been anticipated, the generai
reaétion reported throughout the city was one of enthusi-
astic appfoval‘of the program on the part of-the.children,'
parents and teachers. -Cheqkpoint feachers reported that
childrgn Who, heretofore, had developed an "I hate school™
attitude now appeared to like school or, af'least, the
Che?P';int Center period. The children's attitude, and
especiélly self concept, generally seemed to imprbve;
| It must be made extremely clear - that unsoiicited
reports to the Checkpoint Program Office concerning the
improved pupil attitudinal change toward school and self
between February and June 1974 were based sofely upoﬂ
teachér_opinién and not measured in any rigorous way.
With fespect fo what had béen anticipated the reports,
Which were both unexpectedly.favorablé and puizling,
raised a number of questions. Amoné the questioné were:
l.' Was tﬁere acfﬁally a m;asurable change in
self concept as a result of exposure to the
Checkpoint Program?
2. Was the reported improvement in self concept
related to the personaiized style of instruc-
tion used in the Checkpoint Centers?

3. If a change in self concept actUaliy occurred,

11



what pefcentage of the youngsters was affected?
b, 1If a changé in self concept actually ocqﬁrred,
did it take place in every center? Was the
téachef's style'gn'important variable?
5. Was the style of instruction in ;eneral so
differénf'in the Cﬁeckpoint Center when
- compared to th@yregular'classroom that the
children were merely reacting to the change?

6. Was the reported improved self concept re-

lated to the “newness" of the experience

1
g
|
|
4
|
and would it fade with continued exposure 1
to the program? 1
7 'Could improvéd self-concept be the resuit of 1
an educational_process that was not primérily !
designed to improve self concept? 1
8. Could imprbved self COncepf be the result of
én educational process and not be based upon
increased academic achievement?

' The questions raised in issues seven and eight are
of considerable importance to.teachers and curriculum
developefs. Numerous stﬁdies have found self concept to
be significantly'related to the academic achievement of
students (6), (15), (17), (41), (71), (55:iv), (111).

‘~H0wever,’Purkey'CSC:ZB) wrote:
"A great deal of caution is needed before one
assumes that either the self concept determines
scholastic performance or that scholastic perfor-

mance shapes the self concept. It may be that
the relationship between the two 1s caused by

i
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"

some factor yet to be determined.. The best evi-

dence now available suggests that it 1s a two-

way street, that there is a continuous inter-

action between the self and academic achievement,

and that each directly influences the other.”
Knapp (52:5) listed as'an unresolved research issue:

“Does low self concept result in poor achleve-

ment or does poor achievement result in a low-"

ered self conceptw" '
In another publication, Purkey {82:166) stated that:

"Dhe available evidence indicates a persist-

ent relationship between self-perceptions and .

academic achlevement. An unexplored aspect .of

this relationship 1s the influence of the

school atmosphere on pupils' self-perceptions.”
As previously indicated, based upon inconclusive,'non-
~gquantifiable teacher opinion, there appeared to be an
-'improvement in the self concept among children who were
exposed to the instruction provided in the Checprint
Center Program. If there was-a style of instruction
which was antecedent to improved self concept and im-
proved academic achievement, .the implications for education
would be considerable. 'However, before any concluSions
could be drawn that relate improved self concept with  the’
individualized type of Checprint Center instruction, the
actual fact that improved self cdncept_was induced by the
Checkpoint experience must be estaBlished ‘Therefore;
this study focused primarily upormn’ quéstion one and at-

\.

tempted to- determine if, in fact, measurable change

occurred in self concept when children Were exposed to

~the individualized type instruction of the Checprint

Program.

it e B
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Checkpoint Center Program
The Philadelphia School District "Checkpoint Center
Program" was established to assist the significant number

of normal children who moved through the grades of the

. elementary school and did not appear to fully benefit from

the instructional program. These-children became part of

a vast group-of youngsters known as low achievers, i.e.,

éhildren in the normal'range of infelligence with rela-

tively low scholastic achievement. Whether the poor school
performance was due to maturational lags, pérceptual pro-
blems, an interrupted educational program, lack of motiva-

tion, or some other problem was not always known. The

fact was that there may have been elements in the child's

school experience that could have been corrected, and thus

the student could have. moved through experiences typical

for his grade and at a rate relative to his natﬁral abiiity.-

& regular classroom, teacher could not.always deter-
hine the specifié-learning probléms of all youngsters in

her class.v Even 1f the teacher could have ascertained

. what each youngster's specific learning strgngthé'and

weaknesses were, then coPing-with the 30 or moreudifferent

learning programs became a severe management problem. -The

‘Checkpdint Center Program attempted to assist low achievs

ing children b& "cycling" youngsters out of their regular
classrooms for approximately 40 minutes each day and ex-
posing them to instruction which was individualized, diag-

nostic and prescriptive. .

14




Characteristic features of the Checkpoint Centers

included:

1.

The center was housed in the spéce of a

normal size classroom.

Each Checkpoint Center room was staffed with
a qualified elementary:Elassroom teacher |
with at least two yearsvexperience and a
carefully selected instructional aide.

The teaching format included determining

each child's iearning weaknesses and strengths

and thé development of an individually pre-

cribed instructional’strategy.f ~

Once a particular instructional stré%egy was
determined, daily lessons'werevbased on the

achievement ofjspecific learning 6bjectives.
Curricuiar materials selected for use in

the Center were correlated to spécific'learn—

ing objectives and, when possible, related to

- the learning styles of youngsters. Although

most of the materials selected were used
succeésfully in Philadelphia Schools, an
effort was méde tgfuse newer itemé which
appeared to show promise. h
Chedkpoint Center teachers wereAexbosed to

continuous staff development activities

both before and while operating centefs.

The key objective of the staff development




program was to‘make each Checkpoint Center
teacher a compefent\diagnoéticépreécriptive
teacher;

The Checkpoint Center teachers Were involved

with the actual instruction of children at

least 200 minutes per day and spent apprdxé

imately 60 minutes per day for activities
such as testing, preparing reports and ‘having

conferences with appropriate personnel.

After a youngster was selected to receive Center

services, the Checkpoint’ teacher moved through the

following.steps:

1.

An.attempt was made to determine why aﬁd inv
ygngways the child was underachieving. This
was -done through diagnostic testing, a review.
of the' cumulative record and through conéulta;
tion with the classroom teadherj reading teach-
er, counseiing teacher, nurse and‘other ap-
propriate personnel. | |
Specific learning objectives for the child"

were identified in consultation with the

classroom teacher.and, in many cases, with the

reading and/or mathematics specialist.:
The instructional program designed for each

child ‘was based upon an identified learning -

.style and assessed skill needs. Consideration

was given to approaches used in the regular




classroom so that Center'aétivities could be
integréted with classroom approaches.,

L, The instructional program was implemented.
Periodic reports were given to the olassroon
teacher.

5. Evaluation took place in terms of the learned
objectives through criterion-referenced meas-
ures. At the time of the evaluation, a deter—
mination was made concerning which specific

objectives had been mastered. If all objectives

. owy

were met, then another needs assessment was
conducted to 1dent1fy other obgectires for
the child.
In essence, the Checkpoint Center teaching approach
was individual, personal, diagnostic and prescriptive,
related»to very specifio skill areas and coordinated with

3

classroom experiences of the children.

Definition of Terms

In this study, the term "urban children" refers to

'pupils enrolled in the Philadelphia Public “Schools. ‘The
’schools involved in the study were located in: various parts
~of Philadelphia and enrolled children who represented

various ethnic, racial and socio-ecoriomic groups.

For the purposes of the Checkpoint Program and of
this study, "low achieving" children were identified as

those who scored at or above 75 on the'Slosson Intelligence

17
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Test (I02) and scored at.or below.the 20th percentile in
"total reading" in the'Reading Segtion of the California
Achievement Test (106). Children who scored below 75

on the Slosson or who have beeﬁ recommended fof speclal
'claés placement by‘a certified school psycﬂéloéist were
‘not admifted into the program and were not included,in
this study.

"Individualized instruction" was defined as the
organization of instructional materiais and pfocedures
‘that will permit each student to progress in accord with
his own abilities -and interests. Iﬁ the Checkpoint |
Center Program and in this study,.the notion of indivi-
dualized instruc;ion also included alpfocedure which was
based‘upon diagnosing individual %gérninghproblems and/
or specific academic skill deficiencles, preséribing
individual-pfograms designed to alleviate or circumscribe
identified learming problems'and.eiiminating skiil defi-
cits. Also, "individual instruction" in’this stud& in-
cluded a daily pefsoﬁalized exchange,_direcfly relaﬁed to
.the-individual child's prescribed program, between a
Checkpoint Centér teacher and/or the instructional aide
and the child. |

The literature contained many and varied defini-
tions of the "self concept" construct. The following
definition prévided by Soares and Soares (104:2) con-
tains fhe major aspects of the geﬁeral notion:

"The 1sE1f concept' 1s the system of perdeptibns

13




which the-individual formulates of himself in
awareness of his distinctive existence."”

In this study, Sel¢ concept" was defined in terms of total
scores obtained on self or observer self concept assess-
ment scales. These scales and the construct.of self con-

cept are discussed in other sections of this paper.

HypothesSes

The basic question of interest in this study was:
Does the Checkpoint experience result in
significantly greater improvement in self
concept than does participation in the
regular school program alone? :
In order to respond to this question, a careful measure-
ment of self concept was’necessar& Literature related to
the assessment of self concept 1nd1cated that each type
of measure has weaknesses and that a more rigorous assess-
ment can bevgained through the use of several instruments
and the use of more than one approach (18:21); An investi-
.gator can feel more confident in the results of an assess-
"'ment which is based upon a combilnation of methods. There-
fore,;three'instruments were used in this study to assess
self concept. These instruments’ included: =
| The Self Appraisal Scale~(SAS)
The Florida'ﬁey Scale (FKS)

The Plers Harris Children's Self Concept Scale
(The Way I Feel About Myself) (P-HCS Cs)

The Self Appraisal Scale (SAS), developed by Davidson

<

-

and Greenberg, and the Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (P-HCSCS) are self report type self concept assessment -

19




11
scales. The Florida Key Scale (FKS) was developed by
Purkey and Cage for use by teachers'to assess inferred
pupil self concept as a learner.

By comparing the relative growth in self concept
df low achieving urban children, considered to be of
normal'intellectuai ability, who attended CheckpointICenter
classes for a portion of the day with similar children in
the same schools and gfade who are not exposed to the
specialized individualized instruction of the Checkpoint
Center, it was anticipated that the possible effects of the
Checkébint expérience on self concept could be assessed.
Based upon the assumption that self concept can be quanti-
fied, three hypotheses stated in the null form were
formulated.

If a group of low achieving third grade urban
childrén, not previously exposed to the individualized
instruction of the Checkpoint Center Pfogram, were admit-
ted to Checkpoint Centers for 40 minutes.each day during
a ten week périod and compared with 4 group of low
achie&ing third grade children from the same schools,
who were never expoéed to the individualizea instruction
of the Chéckpoint Center Program, the following ﬁull
hypotheses would be true:

Ho 1: There is no statisticaliy signi%icant
. .difference when the change in mean scores

on the Self Appraisal Scale between a pre-

and post—asséssments of children pértici-

20




pating in the program ' is compared to the
change in mean scores of children in the
control group.

Hg 2: There is no statistically significant
difference when the chaﬂge in mean inferred
self concept, és a learner, scores on the
Florida Key Scale between a pre-and post-
assessments of children participating'ih
the program 1is compared to the changevin
mean scores of chiidren in the control grdup.

Ho 3: There is'no statistically significant dif-
ference when thé éhange in méap scofes on

-the Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale (The Way I Feel About Myself) between
a pre-and post—ésséssments of children parti-
cipating in the progrém is compared to the
change in meap scorés of childfen,in the
control group. ' |
' .The level of significance fér rejection of the null
hypothéses in this study was,establishediat .05. Therefdre,
the probability of a étatist;cal difference‘bétween the |
two groﬁps occurring by chaﬁée was set at less than five
times in 100. If the appfopriaté statisticiobtained ffom

tests of each of_the hypotheses was statistically signifi-

cantly differeﬂt from that expected by chance, them it was

possible to rejegt each of the null hypotheses in favor of

‘stated alternatives. Since existing evidence suggests that

21
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individualized instruction tends to produce improved self

concept, the following alternative hypotheses were

formulated:

Hy 1,

Ha‘ 3:

Delimitations

The change in mean scores on the Self

Appraisal Scale between pre- and post- .
assessments of children participating in
the Checkpoint Program is greater than the
chénge in mean scores of.cohtrol group
children.

The change in mean inferred self concept,
as a learner, scores on the Florida Key
Scale between pre- and post- assessments

of children particfpating in the Checkpoint
Program is greéter than the change in
meahAséofés,of children in the -control
group; |

The change in mean scores on'the Piers—
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale'(fhe _
way.I;Feel About Mysélf) between pre- and
post- asseséments of children participating
in the Checkpoint Progrém is greater than
the change in mean scores of children in -

the control group.

- Although the Checkpoint Center Program served

children in grades one, two and three, the study was limited
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to inélude only children in grade three.

Of the 100 Checkpoint Centers that were in operation
in Philadelphia, 80 had teachers with at least a few months
of Checkpoint experience prior to September 1974, Among
the schools with the experiénced teachers, 15 were pro-
viding instruction for.third grade youngsters who had_no
previous exposure to the program. Therefore, although this
study has implications for all Checkpoint Centers and simi-

lar programs with personalized.instruction; the study was

limited to the group of 15 schools.




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Self Concept

There appeared to be agreement among writers such

as Labenne and Greene (55), Purkey (73) and Wylie (1135),

~ who have traced the development df self theory, that
‘William James' discussion on the "self" in his book the

. Principles of Psychology published in 1890 contributed to

currently accepted notions of self. James believed that a

man's "me" can be divided into thé.following three com-

rd

ponents; the "material me", the "social me" and the
"spiritual me" (51:44).° In addition, James believed that

man "has as many different social selves as there are dis-
tinct groups of persons about whose opinion he cares" (51:46),
Although %here was considerable disagreeménf among James"
contemporaries concerning the nature of self, the need to
place self or ego as a central aspect of psychological

theory was shared by Dewey, Cooley, Royce, Titchener and
McDougali~(18§5).> Unlike Jémes; Freud saw personality as

- B . .

made up of thre& major systems: the "id", "egd" and R
"superego”. Human behavior is néafLy always the-product of
an interaction among the three systems. The ego maintains
a psychic balance between the demand of ﬁhe'person's moral
inclinations, the superego, and the material impulses,

15

24




the id, (43:8). Although Freud focused his attention on’
the effects of behavior resulting from the interaction
between the conscious and unconscious, his influence on
self theory éevelopment i's acknowledged (18), (43), (55),
(80), (115).-

During the first few decades of the twentieth cen-.
tury, theoriles related'to self received 1little prominence.
This apparent lack of interest on the self was pfobably
due to theiinfluencesbof Watson;s behaviorism and Thorn-
dike's connectionism and dther efforts to quantify and con-

sider only observable acts-in-the analysis of human behavior.

Wylie (115) indicated that between the 1920's and the late

“

TR

1940'S,Q$he'sel?fbonstruct did not receive much attention .
from the béhavibral and "functional.schools which were dom-
inating American psychology. Although there was a general
lack of emphasis on self theory, there were exceptions to
this general neglect. Purkey (80) cited Mead, Lewin and
Goldstein as notable exceptions. Mead made the concept
~of self:

"g ma jor part of his theoretical writing on

the philosophy of society and described in °

detail how the self is developed through

transactions with the enviremment. He

argued that personality rather than being-

anchored on bilological variables, was (

determined by social-psychological factors" (80:5).
According to Purkey, Lewln considered self as the "rel-
atively permanent organization which.gave consistency to

the entire personality" and Goldstein examined the processes

of "self-actualization, as contrasted with those of the sick
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orgenism which must consfantly worry about bodily pre-
servation" (80:5).

The éociai psychological theories of Horney and
Sullivan were somewhatlinfluenced,by the theories of
both Adler and Freud. Adler, who broke with Freud over the
issue of sexuality, was still strongly influenced by him
througheut his life. 1In contrasp to Freud's major assump-
tion that man's behavior is motivated by inborn instincts,
Adler aseumed that man is motivated meinly by social'urgee
(ﬁj:ll). Horney shéred-Adler‘s view that man's behavior,
rather than instinct was primarily leerned and susceptible
to change. She proposed that the vast ma jority of human
behavior 1is "learned in relation to one's socio-cultural
env1ronment" and necess1tates a "study of the relationship
between cne person's behavior and that of another" (L3:11).
Sullivan, a self theorist, was concerned with the notion
of self and its relationship to "significanﬁ others" in
.a child's enyironment. Adcording to Sullivan, the basic
components of the self concept are produced from the
"feflected appraisals of significant others in the indivi-

dual's lifej'(lS:lj).

The puﬁlieation of Allport's book, Personality,

A Psychological Interpretation in 1937, seemed touhave been

the beginning of renewed American interest in self (18:9).
' Hllgard in his ples1dent1al address before the American
PchLologwcal A55001at10n convention in 1949 lent prest ge

.and support to efforts whlch were devoted to a better
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understanding of3self;(18:lo), (80:5).

Rogers (91) developed a theory of personality that N
relied upon the construct of self. Rogers felt that the
1nd1v1dual‘s total experlence, which includes everything
£o his awareness, constitutes the "phenomenal field". The’ S
individualfs behavior is dependent upon his frame of refer-
ence (phenomeﬁal field) which is only known to him. The
self'concept, accoxrdirg to Rogers is:

"the organized consistent conceptuél gestalt
composed of prrceptions of the characteristics
of the 'I' or 'me' and the perceptions of the
relatlonships of the '"I' or 'me' to others and
to various aspects of life, together with the

values attached to these perceptlons" (90:200).

In phenomenology, the self is the cru01al variable in

behavior and that the reélity of an occurrence lies not
in the event but in the individual's experlence of the y';
event or the phenomenon. Combs and’ Soper defined the self
concept as "the organization of all that the individual
refers to as 'I’ or 'me',..a patterned relafioﬁéﬁip br
'gestalt'" (21:134)., Combs and Snygg defined cdncepts of
gelf as "those more or less discrete perceptions of éeif
which the individual.regards as part, or characteristic of
his being" (20:42). The "phenomenal self" ipCludes "not
only a person's physical self butAeVerything he experiences
; as 'me' at that instant" (20:44).
Because of the historical developﬁant of théories

concerning self concept, the literature reveals an endless

list of tefms such as social.self, self regard, self esteenm,

n A .t o7 ' i
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- in essence refer to self concept. The term "self concept"
is generally attributed to V. C. Raimy (18:53). Many of
these terms have overlapping definitions and are associated
with theories which are often ambiguous and incomplete (52:1),
Wylie wrote:
“"Any given theorist, often seems to include
several quite dlsparate ideas under one self-
referent label, while using several different
labels to 1nd1cate what appears to be the same
idea. Moreover, there is no consistency in
usage among theorists" (117:729).

" Thus the evaluator or ‘educator who attempts to study self
concept is faced with the task of clearly 1dent1fy1ng what
he is assessing. '

Raimy conceived the self concept as the "map which

. each person consults in order to understand himself, espe-

cially during moments of crisis or choice" (86:155).

Coopersmith defined self-esteem-as the

, "evaluation which the individual makes and

: customarily maintains with regard to himself;
it expresses an attitude of approval or
disapproval, and indicates the extent to which
the individual believes himself to be capable,
significant, successful, and worthy. In short,
self-esteem is a personal judgment of worthlness
that is expressed in the attitudes the individual
holds toward himself" (24:4).

a
19
self evaluation, phenomenal self and self image which all ' '
Coller pointed out that a close inspection of some defini-
tions reVeals that self concept should be regarded "as a
generlc term for a set of concepts of self that involve

aspects of "self evaluatlon" and/or "self descrlptlon" (18: 15)

He continued that the sub components of self evaluatlon~.

PE
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1nclude "self appraisal" and "self regard" Self appraisal

"1nvolves an explﬂclt valulng of one's good and bad points"
(32:486), while splf regard means the "congrgence between
self and ideal éelf" or "discrepancles between self and
ideai self" (il5:40). Coller listed the’éﬁb components of
self description as "self image" and "self:awareﬁess" (18:16).
The self image, which is qomblex and involves among other'
things: chafaétef, status’ and appearance is defined as
"the self one thinks oneself to be" (32:487), wﬂile self
awaréness is defined as "knowledgé of one's own traits or.
qualities; insight into, ahd understaﬁding éf, one's own
behévior and;motives" (32:486). ,

Engle (31) stated that self attitudes of édoles—
cents remain relatlvely stable, while Piers wrote that this
stability may be less in early chlldhood (75:18). Cooper-
smith (24:21) wrote that:

[

"although the idea of the self is open to change

and alteration, it appears to be relatively re-

sistant to such changes."
Snygg and Combs (20:161) stated that "sélf concept'changes
may occur with dramatic suddenness but that rapid change
shouldﬁnot be anticipated." Althoﬁgh thé references cited
o iﬁ@icate that'the tendency to change seif cc.cept may be
slow, the stsibility of relativély rapid change, eé%ecially
among primérngzade children, is not elimilnated. Cbiler
described the cokplexity of studying seif conc;pt by
indicating that: "Aside froh evaluative and descriptiveé

dimensicns, self concept has both phenomenal'(conscibus)
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and non phenomenal (uﬁconscious) aspects." In addition,
self conceptions{may vafy with respect to a given situation.
He fqliowed, however, by stating that "if we are to make

separate measurements of self concept for each discrete

situation we will have a very awkward science" (18:18).

-Assessment of Self Concept

Abgofding to Collerv(l8:21), the assessment of self
concept may be approached by at least the use of fiVe
general techniques.' His listlincludes the self report,
direct obserfétion, behavioral‘traces, ﬁfojective tech-
niques”and any_CCmbinétion of the aforementioned techn;ques;
Each appraach .has its advantages and limitations. %p the
case of the self report, for example, the individual’s
response may be, influenced by what he feels is acceptable
to the examiner. However, ményAproblems related to the
self report can be reduced through instrument construction
énd by'establishing goad rapbort between the examiner and :
the respondent in a non threatehing climate., The moét fre-
quently-used instruﬁents in self concept research are self
report inventorieé (52:4). |

The con%ro?ersy related to the measurement of self
concebt and eépecially the uéé of the self report as éﬁ,
assessmentAtool is recognized. Wylie (115) published a
éeview in 1961 of 493 research reports concerned with

studies of self concept. In an examination of Wylie's

reports purporting to explore the self concept, Combs (22)
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argued that many were not measures of the self concept
but rather studies of the self report.. Combs and his as-
‘sociates (19), (22) have vigorously challenged the use of
the self report to measure self concept. They indicated
that the self report is greatly affected by factors that
include the individual's general awareness, availability“'
6f adequate symbols for expression, willingness to coop-
erate, the individual's feeling of personal adequacy and
social expectation. Combs felt that the self concept is
an internal organization of the individual's perceptions
about‘himself, while the self reéport is a behavior that
represents what the 1nd1v1dual is willing and able to say
about hlmself. As a result of his study, Parker. (70: 699)
concluded from the data that self report and inferred self
concept do not furnish the same insight into the personality
of individuals. Parker (70:699) also reported that:
- "Correlations between self report.and'inferred;

self concept diminished when secial expectancy

was emphasized. It 1is apparent that external

changes can cause differences in statistical

relationship between the self report and in-

ferred self concept. However, the data does

not lend itself to a clearcut conclusion about

the reasons for these differences.”

Although the use of self repertu as a measure of

self concept is controversial, Labenne and Greene (55:20)
wrote:

"Despite its subgectlve nature, the self

report ylelds ev1dence that can_be obtalned

in no other way.

If the self concept consists of the "traits,

31
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attribﬁtes and iimitations an individualléssigﬁé to himself"
(114:60), then ﬁe, the individual, has the best vantage
point to at least report (not evaluate) the candition of
Ais self concept. Bakan (2) stated th. - there is no investi-
gatory method which is'pure and proﬁides an absolute guar-
antee against the commission of error. He élso rejected.
-thevidea of eliminating inéfospection as a metﬁod of assess-
ing an aspect of one's personality.

A cdmpgrison of inferred self concept and self con-
cept assessed through the use of the self répoft may be
academic., Even if the self réport were completed with
‘absolute honesty, What a person's self concept nig" ahd.
what he "thinks his self concept is" may vary. And, 1if an
observer accurately infers what the individual's self con-
cept-"is", his conclgsion may aiso bé ét variance witﬂ the
-individual's perception of his self concépt. In addition
to. the difficulty in comparing one type of self concept
measure with another, thére—is, as previously indicated}l
little'consensus.on a definition for the construct of
. self concept. Labenne and Greene (55:11) stated that
"the VafiouS'definitions of self concept reﬁéal that there
;is limited agfeement among those using the term." Because
of this general lack of agreement, Coller in his revrsiew of
%iterature related to self concept and self concept zssess-
éent instruments concluded: (18:?3—74) |

"It is probably not possible to produce a
widely acceptable literary definition for
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.American Educational Research Association Meeting in 1973

self concept..

"Self concept must be defined operatlbnally
as that construct or set thereof assessed by
the set of so called self concept instrumentSeeee. -
"It is inappropriate to attempt to validate

a self concept measure by simply comparlng it
with another self concept instrument.”

It may be appropriate at this point to quote the
melow1nU related to self concept assessment from a paper

presented by Anthony and Louise Soares (104 9) at the

in New Orleans:

"All these (probléms) may be implicit in the
measurement process of the self concept. Yet,
what is the alternative? Either we recognize
the attendant problems, continually strive to
1mprove our techniques, and go on accumulating
data in order to expand our knowledge of the
self., or we throw up our hands and say, "What's
the use?".

N

Academic Achievement and Self Concepj‘

Lecky (58) was among the first to show the relation—
ship of low academic achievemerit and the Chlld S descrlp-
tion of himself as a non learner. A review of the literature
indicated a rather ‘broad consensus that poor‘self perception .
leads‘to lower-performance,while favorable self perception
is positiveiy'related to school achievement. .Studies by |
Campbell (13); dienosky and Clark (68), Walsn (109),‘Shaw

and Alves (99), Dyson (29), Coplin (14), Coleman (17),

 Buckley and Scanlan (11), Paschal (71) and Benjamins (5)

supported the notion of a positive relationship between

self concept and academic achievement. Labenne and Greene

stated:




"Empirical and experimental data clearly -indi-
cate a direct relationship between the child’s
self concept and -his manifest behavior, percep-
tions and academic performance" (55:24)..
Shaw, Edson and Bell (100) found that male achievers feel -~
more positive about themselves than dr male underachilevers.

Fink (36) concluded that there is a relationship between

self concept and academic underachievement and that this

~ relatiohship is stronger among boys than girls, Bledsoe (7)

also found a stronger relationship between the self- concept
énd achievement in boys than in.girls. Brookover, Thomgsi
and,Patérsbn (10) found statistically significant pési-
tive correlation between self concept and achie&ement while
Grienecks (42) concluded thét self perception appears to

be the most accurate predictor of academic achievement.

. Purkey (79:23) stated that:

"It seems clear that academic underachievement
'is related to basic pe.sonality structure, parti-
cularly inadequate concepts of self."
Coopersmith (23), McCallon (61) and Piers and
Harris (74) found significant, but low, correlations be-

tween self perception and academic achievement. McCallon

noted the possibility that.a non-linear relationship may

exist between these measurements. Although it is. general-

ly held‘that'positive'self concept accompanies successful

-ad justment and achievement, not all studies support. this

assumption. Studies by Fredler, Dodge, Jones and Hutchins

(35), Butcher (12) and Wass (110) did not support the notion

that positive self coﬁcept is correlated with. successful
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%djustment and achievement.

Reading andlself=Concgpt

| Arthur Gates estimated from his clinical experi-
ences that 75 percent. of tﬁe children with severe reading
disabiiities showed persdﬁality maladjustmeﬁts (6:232).
Since that time, the relationshipbbetween reading féilure
and various personality maladjﬁstments has been explored.'L
in>many research stﬁdies. In a number of these studies,
thelcorrelztion 5etween reading achievement and self con-
cept has been examined. Green (40) reported that extended
readiness programs for developmen%ally immature first grade
children ﬁroduged significantly higher Self-perceptions.
Wattenvers and Clifford (111) investigated the ability of.
a self concept measure.to serve as a‘predic%or of later
reading proficiency. They administered a measure of self
concept to 128 subjects in kindergarten and measures of
reading achievement when the children were in second grade.
The measure of self concept proved to be somgyhat more ﬁre-
dictive of reading achievéme;t than did a measureiof intel-
ligence. .The investigators concluded that, in general,..
"self concept phenbmena are antecedent fo and predicfive
of reading accomplishment” (111:466). Another study that
-indicat;d”a cause and effect relationship between self and
reading achievemenf.was cbnducted by Mary Lamy (56). 1In
her study, measuremenfs of self concept were made in kinder-

garten prior to reading instruction and repéated in first
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grade. Self_cdncept scores cofrelated as highly with read-
ing-aéhieveﬁeﬁt as did intelligence scores. Together the
two scores were found to be befter predictors of reading
success thanveither score taken separately. Iﬁ addition

to the cited s%udies, McClendon (62), Palardy (695 and

Herbert (47) reported to have found a positive relationship
between reaaing achievement and self concept among early
primary grade children. Conflicting results that indicate
no definite association between reading and self concept
at the primary level reported by Butcher (12), Wass (1107,
Ruhley (95) apd Williams (112) suggest that the relationship' ‘
may be more complex than had, heretofore, been conceived.
In a study by Hutchinsdn (49) ;f tﬁe relationship
between the self concept of intermediate grade children
and attitude toward reading, she concluded-fhéf the child's
attitude toward reading is positively related to his self
concept. “éampbell (13), Bledsoe (7) and Roth (94) also‘
found a po;itive relationship between self concept and
reading achievemeﬁt among intermediate grade children.
Henderson (45), on the other hand, found no significant
difference between reading achievers and non-achievers on
a self devised test of self concept. In an interesting
study which included college students enrolled in a reme-
'dial‘type of reading.prqgram, Fennimore (34) reported that
as reading achievement improved, concept of self took a

negative direction. Th=a reiationship between self concept

and>reading achievement may conceivably be a function of age.
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Although the research tends to genefally indicate
that a positive self concept contributes positively to
a child's reéding ability; curriculum developers and teach-
ers have given little attention to the evidence (48), (8L4).

Roger Farr in his widely read publication, Reading:What

Can Be Measured?, indicated that there is little research
. concerning the best way to use iﬁformatioﬁ gathered from
the meaSurement of psychological factors such as self con- -
cept (33:120). While the evidence does not alwayé support
a cause and effect relatioﬁship, an implication that may
be reasonably drawn from research is that good self con-
cept has a positivé effect on a child's ability to read.
"The compounded evidence from the available studies ap-

pears to be too strong to ignore" (84:439).

)

¢

. —
Classroom Atmosphere and Self Concept

An important and frequently cited study ‘in the lif-
erature relating teacher effects dn pupil sélf~concept was ©
conducted by Davidson and Lang (26).”* The. authors examined i
how low self concept is influenced in a classroom setting ' A
by studying the relationship between children's perceptions i
of their teacher's feeling toward them and the childrep's
perceptioﬁs of.themselves, academic achievement:and class; |
room behavior. The investigators found that there was a |
positive correlation on all measures and concludedithat the _}
teacher's feelings of acceptance and approval are transmit- }

ted to the child and perceived by him as a positive appraisal.
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" Thus, the teacher's‘posit}ve feelings begin a cycle. The :
child achieves and the teacher's feelings cause the child
to strive for further approval.

| Sfaines (105) concluded from a study concerned with
the part teachers play in the development of the child'é
self, that teaching metiods can be adapﬁed SO that definite
changes will occur in the self without loss of academic gain
in the process. The study iﬁaicated that charnges in the
ch%ld's self do occur as an outcome of the learﬁing situa-
tién and that the self must be recognized as an impbrtant
facQor in leafning.

According to Coopersmith (24:37), a major item:
} which éontributes.to the development of self esteem "is
the amount of respect, acceptance and concerned»treatment‘
that an individual recelves from the significant others
in his life." The teacher, especlally at tﬁe elementary
level, muéf certainly be considered as at"sighificant other"”
in a child'é life,
In a study on the effects bf methodology on the

self concept, Boyko (9) conclﬁded~that neither the traai-
tional didactic nor. the experimental factor in the discovery
method of instruction was a significant fédtop in changing
the self perception of students inﬂtherintermediate grades.f
He concluded that teachers must do more thanrsimply ﬁse
eithén of these mefhods if they hope to énhance the self
concept of their students.

Research conducted by Rosenthal and Jacobson (93)
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illustrates that children who are expected to gain intel-
lectually by their teachers tend to, - in faCﬁ, show greater.
intellectual gains than do children for whom gains are not
expected. Teachers working with elemeﬁtary children re-
vealed tendencies of differentiated treatment toward pu-
pils who were saild to be bright or who would be expected
to make great gains. It was hypothesized that the teach-
.er's tone of voice, facilal expression, touch and posture
projected his expectation to the pupils.

Henderson and Long (46) investigated the personal-
social characteristics of successful first graders among

—5§$yple of rural southern black children. The authbrs

cited that a major implication of their findings for educa-
tion 1s that the "personal-social correlates of academic

success among school beginners involve complex patterns of

self-other orientations" (46\112). Henderson and Long

. L
(46:112) wrote: oo - 2 . _ -

"When one considers the social deprivations.
experienced by substantial numbers of Southern
rural MNegro children, it 1is not surprlslng to
find behavioral and conceptual patterns implying
withdrawal, fear, and hostility among the .least
successful. For these children,_significant
changes toward greater academic success could
probably be achleved only by a classroom situa-

_ tion,where a great deal of. 1nd1v1dual attention
and 1nstructlon and warm and close teacher- "

< pupil relationships would produce an atmosphere

“which would build up their trust and confidence."

Combs (19) wrote that a teacher's attitude toward him-

self and others is as_important as his teaching prOCedures.‘

A teacher with positive attitudes'can promote a @Qsitive

o
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4 .
. classrqgm“htmosphere, while a teacher with negative atti-

tudes promotes a feeling bfﬁnﬁgative self attitude am:ng

. the pupils. If a teacher believes that his pupils can and

.

will achieve, then students tend to be more sﬁccessful.
In a study conducted by Purkey, Graves and Zeller
(82), designed to explore the impact of an(innovative team-
bteaching, completely ungraded elementary school on the pro-
-fessed'self;esteem of pupils, the.investigators reported
that: . ' .

"the general findings of this study indicate
that pupils in an innovative and humanistically
oriented elementary school evidence more favor-
‘able self-esteem than pupils in 4 comparable,
but traditionally oriented elementary school.
Although results do not take into account the
length of time an individual pupil was exposed
to the experimental school, the data suggest
that prolonged exposure to the enviromment of
the innovative school does have a positive
influence on the professed self-esteem of chil-
dren ages eight to twelve" (82:170). '

In another publication, Purkey (79:28) wrote:

"There is considerable evidence to support
the assumption that a psychologically safe
and supportive learning situation encourages
students to grow academically as well as in
* feelings of personal worth.....
I "A supportive educational atmosphere is one
’ in which each student is made to feel that
- he belongs in school, that he is important,
and that he is capable of learning. It is
one in which praise is used in preference to
punishment, courtesy is‘used in preference to
sarcasm, and consultation is used in prefer-
. , ence to dictation." - :

Bledsoe and Garrison (8) pointed out that the role of the

school, and that of the teacher, is of utmost importance

in the creation of a climate favorable to the development

of healthy concept of the self. Unhealthy infiuenceé
10 o




can develop in the school setting that may adversely
affect the self concept. Sebeson (98:462) stated:

"Studies thus far have shown that self-concept
develops through imitation, identification, and
incorporation of the way the' child perceives
himself in relation to significant others.”

Rlchardson (89:112-113) wrote:

"The teacher is in control of several aspects of
learning which have a direct impact upon each
child's perception of himself as adequate-worthy
or inadequate and unworthy. While the parent has
influenced the child's self concept earlier, the
teacher has a more powerful influence, especlally

in aspects of the self-concept relating to intel- "

ligence and competencies. Consciously or uncon-
sciously the child thinks, "Who can know better
than the teacher whether I am bright or dumb?"
Early and careless estimates of children's abi-
lities whlle often erroneous, have a lasting’
effect.™ '

Soares and Soares wrote (104:10):

"Self-perceptions cannot evolve in a vacuum,.

The self needs a comparative base, an external
frame of reference, which comes primarily from
the people surrounding the person, his inter-
actions with them, how he perceives their views
of him, and his experiences. In early childhood,
the parents and other family members are primary
forces for self-definition. In the school years,
teachers and peers also become important, with
peers particularly diluting some of" the paren-
tal power but not replacing it entirely."

Special Ind1V1duallzed Programs for Low Achievers and
Self Concept

The need for answers concerning the most profitable
~approach to teach children who apparentlf‘do not learn
easily has probably.pfevailed since the first attempts to

instruct. Unless there was a specific social,.reason for

a particular child to succeed academically, those with
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learning difficulties wére»simply guided into endeavors.
requiring, less scholarly develnpmeht. The probiem 6f the
low'aqhiever %ecame acute with the advent of compulsory
school attendance and with the efférts to provide a good
basic edﬁcation for all children. In the United States,
the problem of low énd/or underachie%ement became a seri-
ous area of concern.when schools in both urban and rural
settings began to fail to meet the basic skill development
- needs of an alarmingly lérge portion 6f students while us-
ing traditional approaches which, here%ofore, appeared to .
be effective. Gradually, SChool districts, states, the
federal govgrnment, industry and private foundations
launched or sponsored programs designed to find befter,'
ways to reach the low achieving child. Although hundreds
of such programs may exist, not all -have published descrip-
tions or reports of success or failures. Some of the
programs contained various asﬁects of the Checkpoint
Program. r;ctices in&olving:the use of classroom aides,
reduced staff—pupii ratios, emphasis on individual pre-
scriptive and diagnostic instruction, "cycling" children
out of regular_classrooﬁs and the linking of good self
concept and other favofable attitudinal development with
: acédemic achievement were basic elements in many progréms

directed to assist the low achiever.

Fisher (37) described a program resembling the
Checkpoint Prdgram that was established in Detroit in

-1965. Students were transported by bus from their regular
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schools to a Communication Skills Center. Classgs gveraging
four in size met one hour a day, four times.each wéék.
Fisher réported significant.positiVe results both in reading _
achievement and self esteem associated with participation : _
in the program. In reportingithe results of the first

year of a five year study designed to discover classroom

strategies that can ‘improve children's achievement and their

self concept, Sears (97) stated that evidence from the first

© year suggests that an individualized style of teaching, as

¢onfrasted withﬁgroﬁp instruction, significantly increases
children's verbal achievement. In a study (103:6), the .

author noted that specialized reading instruction seemed

to provide éxperiences which aided in increasing both read-

ing efficiency and self concept scorés. ‘In réporting'the

results of a study of the Westinghouse Learning Cofpora-
tion's'individualized instruction curriculum, Powell. (77)

stated that self esteem among elementary school‘child}en

exposed to the Program greatly increased duriné a.six' o
month’period of operation. Baruffi (4) in a study of the

effects of a summer school program for children of migrant

wor<ers found change only in one area of the self concept

~of the experimental group and no significant difference in

academic growth when comparing an experimental and control
ZIr'0UDs -
Myers (65) studied the effects of Individually

Prescribed Instruction (IPI) on the self concept. - He

found that when he compared the self concept groups of
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third, fifth and sixth graders gnrdlled in IPI progfams;'
statistical analysis of the data indicated that students
who.hédAbeen.in IPi programs three years had significantly
lower self qoncépfs than students-who had been‘in IPI pro-
grams only onef?r'two years..'Dethmers»(27) reported that
in a Stud§ inVoiving fifth and sixth gréde é@ilaren in
Whigh'a tfaditional teaching approach was comparéd with an
innovative'method using individualized ins%rucéion and
contracts, significant differences, all in favor of the
traditional program, occufred in measures of voctabilary
skills, languaée §kills, arithmetic skills and self concept.
In a study by Olsen (67) concerning the effects of
enrichment tuto}ing upon self concept, educational achie&e—
ment and intelligence ofimale undérachievers in an inner-
city eleméntary scﬁool, the author repérted no sigﬁifi—
cant differences‘iﬁ most subtests between tutorial and
non-tutorial groups in measurable self concept gains on
the "Coopersmifhiself-Esteem Ihventory". Teachefs_re—
ported, however, positive chanées in self confidence, self '
aftitude and self worfh on the part of participating .
pupils. In a st;dy by Nichols (66) on £he effects of
futofing on the self concept, reading achievement and se-
lected attitudes of culturally disadvantaged'children, he

found no significant differences in change between experi-

" mental and control groups in self concept as measured by

the "Sears Self Concept Inventory". However, teachers of.

70 percent of the children felt that the program developed
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improved self concept.
In a report of an individualized-contract program
in&olving fifth and sixth grade students in Duluth,
*Minnesota,; Simula (101:54) stated that:
"students from a middle socioeconomic back- _
ground who were enrolled in the. individualized-
contract form of classroom organization at-
tained expected levels of academic achieve-
ment..... : '
There were numerous indications that students
in the individualized program were acquiring
less positive attitudes about learning, school,
fellow classmates, and themselves."
It must be carefully notéd; however, that the assertion
of changed attitudes in the Dlluth study was based upon -
opinion,and not rigorously determined. In a summer re-

medial reading and enrichment program in Thomasville,

Georgia which permitted large numbers of individual stu-

dent-teacher interactions to take place, the directors R é
concluded that children underwent changes in attitude and

self c:nrept because of participation in the prograﬁ°

Agéin, “’e change in self concept was mainly based

upon professiénal-opinion (88:18). In Marysville, Cali-

fornia, in a program closely resembling Checkpoint, chil-

dren received inét;uction one hour a day, four days éach

week in groups of twenty—four students. An evaluat}on of
' the ﬁrogram indicated that'children improved in oral and

silent reading.and word analysis. Positive changes in

attitudes toward school and self were noted (87). 1In

this study < 'so, the recognition of improvement in atti-

tude tov:-. 3elf was based ﬁpon opinion. Ifi-a report of




an individualized reading program in New York City, the
. author stated that children ma&e gains on city widé read-
ing achievement tests as a result of'expgsure to the pro-
gram. AAnd, . |
"More important than scoreé are the children‘s _ 1
feelings and their enthusiasm for reading”(50:758).
In the evaluation of thils program anaJ apparenfly,'many' |
others which involve individualized instructional pro-
cedureé,'inVestigators reported impfovemen%s in self con-
ceptAQithoutﬁany rigorous attempt to determine the meas-
ure of changes. The fact that this practide was often fol-
lowed helped to influence the direction df this study. The
tendency to accept the conclusion tﬁat children are chang-
ing En self concept wlth exposure to individualized pro-
grams without an attempt to quartify the~dhange appeared

to be prevalent.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES

)

This study was designed to measure the effects of
individualized instruction (Checkpoint Center type) on
the improvement of self concept of low achieving brimary
grade (one, two and three);urban youﬁgsters. The major

question raised was: Will pupil exposure to the Checkpoint i

Program produce a measurable positive change in self con-

cept during a ten week treafment period?

The period between September and_December 1974 was.
selected as the time fr@ne for the study. Teachers report-.
ed for duty after summer vacation on September 3, .1974.
Schools were selected for the stedy in early September,
after information was received from schools regarding'plans
for Checkpoint :Center pupil grade selection. Once the
experimental sites were identified, teachers were instruct-
'ed~to adminlister the Slosson Intelligence Test (102) to
all CheckPoint Center candidates, establish experimental
and contro% groups and collect.prestudy data prior to
Septembef 27, 1974, "By September 30, experimental centers
Were completely operative and.continued to function for 50 \
consecutive school days. If a Checkpoint Center teacher
or aide was absent during the 50 day time intervéi{ the

38
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experimeﬁtal period was extended so that the center staff
p;ovided 50vdays of instruction with-both’thé teacher and
aideApresent. In al}.cases, the 50 day period ended by
early or mid-Decembef. At the end of the study perioa,

~ centers were cloéed for a short time so that péststudy data
could be collected. All data‘Were assembled pripr to the

Christmas holiday recess.

-

Selectibh of Subjects for Experimenfal and Control Groups

As fhe'Checkpoint Program resumed operation in
September 1974, the program expanded from the 84 éenfers
that had functioned betweén,February 1974 and June lé?h to
’Jinclude‘loo of the over 200 elementary schools in Philadel-
phia. Eighty of the original 84 teéchersAreturned to serve
in the centers. Therefore, of the total group of 100,
eighty teachers had, atkleast, five months of experience and
represented the only corps of "experienced" Checkpoint Cen-
ter teachers. The principals of the 80 schools with experi-
enced Checkpoint teachers indiéated a desire to serve'main—w
ly second and third grade pupils who had already been enrol-
led.fn the first five'months of operation. Since each-
éenter had to enroll 60 pupils, remaining openings or places
were filled by children from grades one, twd and three who
had, heretofore, not been exposed-to the Checkpoint Program.

In identifying pupils for this stﬁdy, the following
basic criteria were_establishéd and used in the selsction

process:

1. The study would be conducted in such a manner




: ‘ 4o :
that would not upset the normal operatidn of
the program or impose a pupil selection pro-
éess on the schools that would.dicfate the
aumber of pupils served from each grade,
2. The pupils selected for the study would be
from the third grade omly. This criterion was
established bécause of the limited availability
of self concept measures tha£ could be admini-
stered by relatively untrained teachers to
young children in grades one and two. In addi-
tion, 1t was the desire of the 1nvest1gator to
include the use of the self report in the study
since it contributes an important dimension in
the measure of self concebt. However, the use
.of the self report type of scale with children
in gradeé IoWer than three may‘not be sound.
PurKey writgs that "self report inventories
have not'p?ovep-satisfactory with early primary
.aged cbildren%\(83=3). _

3. Only pupils who were to be exposed to the Check-
point.Prdgram for the first time in September
1974 would be ineluded in the study. . Phe ration-
ale for this criterion was based upon the idea
that if there is a rela%ionship between self
concept and the Checkpoint experiénce, an

1n1tlal time of exposure must be i_e ntlfled.

L. The study would be confined to schools with
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experienced or returning CheckpointAteachers.
Based upon these four criteria, i5 locationé were
identified as centers with experienced teachers and with
plans to enroll new third grade pupils in the Cpecgpoint
Program. These échools were geographically disperéed
throughout the City of PhiladelphiaAin such a manner that
all major neighborhoods of the Cify were represented; One

hundred eighty-four openings or places for these new third

grade Checkpoint pupils were found to be avalilable in the
" 15 schools. Therefore, 184 was designated as the initial
size of the experimental group.

Checkpoint teachers in the 15 experimental schools
received~reférrals from classroom teachers, principéls and
counselors amounting to‘2?9 third grade youngsters th had
no previous exposure to Checkpoint. These.c%ildren were
preliminarily identified by the referral sources as low.
achieving pupils who were believed to be 1in. the normal
range of intelligence (75 or above for this study)!and
scored at or below the 20th percentile in total reading
in the Reading Section of the California Achlevement Test
(106) in Nay of 197k, A Slosson Intelligence Test was

administered to each of the referred‘2?9 pupils. Four-
teen of the group were found to be in the I.Q. range below .
75 and 265 were declared eligible for the Checkpoint Pro-
gram. . Youngsters with I.Q.'s of less than 75, as determined
by the Slqsson, were referred for psychological eva%ﬁation

and possible placement in a special education program.
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Each center admitted new third grade pupils from

the qualified pool of 265 to fill existing vacancies. When

the number of referrals in a school exceeded the number of
pupil places available in the Checkpoint Center, children
admitted were selected from the school pool in an unbiased

manner. Lf, for example, a school had six openings and 12

equally qualified pupils were referred for admission, the
~children were raﬁked according to referral order and every :
other youngster was selected for participation in the pro-
gram. The 81 qualified children who were réferred_but not
admitted into. the Qheckpoinf Pfogram because of enrollment ':f
size limitations became members of the "control group”. |
Table 1 shows the distribution of yoﬁngsters involved in ?
the study. -
~All pupils whd were identified as experiﬁental'or
control remained in assigned groups unless transferred : ‘
from the school. Although there was no change in expéri—
mental or control status throughoﬁt_the dufation of the

4

__study, only those control group pﬁpils who actually at-

tended school 80 percent of the time during the period of

the study were considered in the finally established cop—"
trol group. Only those pupils who were admitfea to the
Checkpoint Program and received at least 4O of .the 50 days
(80 percent) of actual Checkpoint instruction designated .in )
the study were considered in the fiﬁally established experi—-

mental group. See Columns 5 and 7 of Table 1,
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Data Collection

Information fgr every child in the preliminary
experimental and control groups was assembled prior to the
start of the study beriod. This information included:

1. Slosson Ihtelligence Test results (I.Q. scores)

2. The results of the administration of the
Reading Section of thé California Aéhievement
Test in May 1974, since the children were in
grade two at that time, the information was
based upon Leveglg, Form A. Achievement

. Devel@pment Scale Scores in "total reading"

‘were recorded., Lo

In addition to collecting the above aptitude énd
achievement information, thé Checkpoint Center teacher
administered the following self report type self concept
assessméht'scalesvtovchildren in both the preliminary
experimental and control groups:

- ‘1. Self Appraisal Scale (SAS)
2. The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale (The Way T Feel About Myself) (P-HCSCS) |

The children responded to the questions as the Check-
point teacher read the questions. Since the Checkpoint
Center teacher had relatively little contact with the chil-
dren in thé experimental and control groups during the .pre-
study period, classroom teacﬁers were requested to domplete

a Florida Key'Scale (FKS) for each youngster #nvolved in

the study who happened to be in their classes. It was also

53




4.

b5
assumed that the use of an outside observer, pot actually
involved in the prograﬁ,~woﬁld add objectivity to the
assesément process.
With due cqnsideration for the current stéte of the
sclence in reference to self concept assessment as outlined
L _in Chapter If, “sel}.concept" was defined in terms of total

scores obtained from student self, reports on the Self

Appraisal Scale (SAS) and Piers-Harris Children's Self

Concept Scale (P-HCSCS) and from inferred assessments using
the Florida Key Scale (FKS).
| The Selvappra;§al Scale, which was developed by
Davidson -and Greenbergv(25:l75),iié a self report type
assessment of self concept. The items in the inventory
can be easily understood by third grade children 1if they
, are read by the examiner while the children read silently.
) The four major self éqncept areas exploféd in the scale .
were: sociél, academic, personal and noh-iptellectual
N competencies., Each item contributed to onlyAbne sub area
and was scored in this study on a three point scale ranging
from-"Most of the Time" with'a value of "2" to "About Half
~the Time" with a value of "1" and tc "Hardly Ever" with a
value of "O". Since 24 items wére“inéluded in the total
scale, total scores rangedAfroé O to 48. The authors re-
ported a split-half reliability of .77 for the scale
(55:175). A copy of the Self Appraisal Scale with score
values used in this study is included in Appendix A.

A~
W
»

The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale (The

foxd . ) 5 1
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"Way“I'Feei\ﬁhgut Myself),7developed by Ellen V. Plers and -
. . .\‘ N .

Dale B. Harris,\is”a self report type of self concept scale.
The individual items iﬁ the scale can be understood by
fhird grade children if;they are read by an examlner while
'the children read silently. A child responds "yes" or "noﬁ
to statements which are considered to ba generally true of
him. The scale purports to measure self concebt with re-
gard_to six dimensions of self concep%. The six dimensions
includeubehavior, intellectual*and school status, physical
appearance and attributes, anxiety, popularity, happiness

and satisfaction. The instrument was normed on a sample

of over 1000 public school children in Pennsylvania school
districts; and according to Knapp (52:21), "Scores on the

Piers-Harris Scale have been compared with other self con-

cept measures resulting in reasonably high validity coef-
ficients." The eleméntafy.school form of the ?iers-Harris
Children®s Self Concupt Scale 'was used in this study. This
shortened fdrmfinciuded 30 of'the 80 items Bf thé complete
'scale which have the highesf factor loadihgs'related to
the six dimenéionsiaSSessed ﬁy the instrument. A point
value of "1" was assigned to a "yes" response and "O" to
a ?no" response. Scores, 1in @his study, therefore, could
range from O to 30.

| The Florida Key Scale, which was developed by Purkey
and Cage (81); can be used by teachers to infer pﬁpil self

concept as a learner. The instrument does not require the

cooperation of the subject nor the need for the subject to
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be aware that an element of hisvpersonality is being meas-
ured. The scale provides a total score for self concept,
as a learner, and examines the lour areas of relatlng, as-
serting, 1nvest1ng and coping. Each of the 18 items in the
scale is designed to assess aspects of self concept cons1d-
ered to be school related. Items are rated on a six p01nt
scale from zero to five. Therefore, total scores may range
from 0 to 90. Data involving approximately 1000 students
in Florlda and Oklahoma- schools 1nd1cated s1gn1f1cant vali-
dity and relWablllty for the students in the sample (81).
Since the scale is used by teachers, it can be used %o
determine inferred;self concept, as a learner, éf primary
grade chlldren. A copy of this.scale is included in
Appendix B. : ' ' e
After the prestudy data were collected, the chiidren
in the experimental group were exposed to the Checkpoint
Program. It is.important to note that each center served
a mlnlmum of 60 ch1ldren dally in groups of from 12 to 15
1n hO minute time intervals. Many youngsters from grades
one, two and three were enrolled in the centers Who were
s not part_of.the experimental group. While the centers in

the study served 900 children, only 184 were in the inl-

tial‘experimental group. In the cour'se of the Checkp01nt

I3

sesslons, experiences were provided that not only challenged

but also guaranteed success, When success was attained, the

chlldren were encouraged to feel proud of the1r progress.

Although it was policy to have a personal encouraging type
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of contact between the teacher and/or the instructional

aide and each child enrolled in the center on a daily basis,
special attention was given to make certain that this daily
pupil-adult exchange took place with all Checkpoint Center
pupils in schools serving children in the experlmental group.

At the conclusion of the 50 day study period, the Self
Appraisal Scale and the Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale were administered to all.pupils in the ekperimental
and control grdéups in exactly the same manner as it was
done during the presurv;y.»~The Florida Key Scale was com-
pleted for all youngste}s in the experimental and control
groups by the classroom teachers. There were no changes in
pupil assignments and cléssroom teachers between the pre anq
post surveys.l In addition to the self concept scales, the
Checkpointjteachers administered the Réading Section of the
.California Achievement Test (CAT) to ail children in both
the experimenfal and control groups} In this'administration,
"however; Level 2, Form B was used since the children were
now in grade three. Achievement‘Development Scale Scores
(ADSS) in "total reading" were again.recorded.' Pupil at-

. tendance was also recorded for both the experimentél and
control groups.

At fhe conclusion of the presurvey, recorded infor-
mation concerning Slosson and California Test data and com-
pléted-but unscored self concept scales were submitted to
the inv@stigator.k Again, at the conclusion of -the postsurvey,

Calliorula Test and A%ttendance data and completed but
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unscored self conbept scales were also submitted by the
Checkpoint teachers. The data were examined for complete-
ness upon feceipt. It was discovered at that time\%hat_all
pupils in the controlvgroup had attended school 80 percent
of the days between the pre and post suryvey. Although
general attendanée in the expérimental group‘was good, for
varied reasons, 26 pupils in the original experimental group
had been present in the Checkpoint Centers less than the
required 40 days during the study interval. Fb; the purposes
of .this study, a pupil.must have attended a center at leasf
40 days’(80 percent of the study period) during which the

pupil, Checkpoint Center teacher and aide were present. It

was necessary, therefore, fo drop these 26 pﬁpils from the

experiméntal group. This fact accounts for thekdisgrepancy
between the size'of the preliminary expérimental group aﬁd
the finally determined experimental group. After dropping
the 26 pupils from the study, all pértinent test data and
actual self éoncept scale item reéponées were key pugched

and prepared for analysis.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

v

Three related hypotheses.were'investigated in this

study. Edch hypotheses addressed a comparison between
Checkpoint Program children and control children in terms
of changés in_self concept. As previously indicated, the
thrge’ipdependent self >oncept measures used were: the.Sqlf
Appraisal Sdale, the Piérs—Harris Children's Self Concept
Scale and the Florida Key Scale.

‘ The same procedure was used in the anélysis of self
concepf total scores for each df the three scales. Because
of the nature of the investigatiqn, a two-factor analysis
of variance experimental design, with repeatdd measurements
on one factor, was employed. Winer.(113:299) descfibed
this épproach as a powerﬁgl means of assessing change due
to txggtment.‘ One factor@was treatment and had two levels:
Chebkpozﬁt Program and control. Thé other factor, the re-
peated factor, also had two_levels:.Prefesf and Posttest.
The least squareé method of analysis was employed through-

out because of unequal cell sizes., This experimental design

was used in addressing each of the stated hypotheses.

Reading Achievement

The primary aim of this study waé to determine whether
or not individualized instrﬁction in the baslc ski1ll of
, 50
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readlng w1th active daily teacher-child interaction would
result in positive changes in children's overall self con-
cept. Dlscu851on.surround1ng the relationship between self
concept and school achievement was fonnd in the literature.
The determination of which is the antecedent condition,
which is the cause and which 1is the effect, has not been
absolutely determined (52 5), (80:23), (82:166). As indi-
cated in Chapter III, in an effort to assess achlevemenT
growth, data were collécted prior to and following tne 57
day period of the study. The pretest consisted of the 1970
Edition; Form A, Level I, Reading Section of the California
AchIevement Test (CAT Reading). Posttest data were scores
from Ferm B, Level II, of the eame test. The two fonms

' of the California Achievement‘Iest,(CAT) were considered
to be essentially equivalent in terms of statis%icalﬁchar-
acteristics as well as eontent (lO6).~\Achievement Develop—
ment Scale Scores (ADSS) in "fotal readingﬁg ae defined.
by the test publishers, were examined. Total scores were
analyzed by means of the same analysis ‘of variance de81gn
used for the self concept test scores analyses. Both main
effects and the interaction effect were found to Dbe sta-
tistically significant.

A plot of the‘treatment group means for pretest and'
posttest scores revealed the nature of the interaetion.
Figure 1 shows that little change occurned.fer the control
gronp children, whereas; consideratle growth occurred for

the Checkpoint Program children. The analysis of variance
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Figure 1

PRE AND POST TEST [i£ZAN CAT READING .
ACHIEVZMZENT DEVELOPRENT SCAL:Z SCORES Do
AND MNATIONAL PZRCENTILrz RANKINGS IN
"TOTAL READING" '

310- -
304,66(16) Experimental
-  300-
A
< 290-
& 280
5 274.71(14) _
T 2704 270.70(13) 269.86(6) Control
)] ’ s .
2604
—
o
el —
o
= 7
Pre ) } Fost
Time of Testing
Table 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCZ SUMIARY: CALIFORNIA TEST

ACHIEVELARNT DEVILOEL.ZNT SCALE SCORES

Source df RS. F

. Between

B - Groups 1 3558L4,00 15, 40%%x

Lrror . 203 2310.15

Within | o | |

A - Fre vs Post - 1  36336.00 36,48k

A xB . 1 220L32,00 22, 52%%*

A X subj..w. grps. 203 996.02

*#% p&,001
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indicated a statisticaliy Significant interaction iF=22.52;,
df=1/203, p <.001) of the two main effects (Groups by |
Time of Testing). Therefore, the main effect due to 'Groups
was not the same for each of the two levels. Although the
pretest~scale scores means fon the two groups differ some-
what, an analysis of the simple main effect of factor A
(Pretest only) for tne Checkpoint versus control. group
comparison resulted in an F ratio of less than unity (F<C 1
df=1,/406). Thus, an hypothesis could be accepted that ini—
tial test score differences were due to chance and not to
real differences between groups.

Results of <the two factor, repeated measurements
analysis of variance appear in Table 2. Statistically
significant main effects appear to be the result of the
comparatively large positive change er achievement growth
of the Checkpoint children as measured by .CAT Reading
Achievement Development Scale Scores. Percentile ranks.
for the scale score means of the two treatment groups
are indicated in parentheses next to the scale scores in

FPigure 1.

Testing of Hypotheses

As indicated in the hypotheses, if a group of low
acnieving‘third grade urban children, not previously ex-

posed to the individualized instruction of the Checkpoint

Center Program, were admitted to Checkpoint Centers for

40 minutes =2ach day for a ten week period and compared
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with a group of low achieving third grade children from
the same schools, who were never exposed to the indivi-
dualized insiruction of the Checkpoint Center Program,
the following null hypothesis could be formulated:
AHO 1: There is no statistically significant dif-
ference when the change 1in mean scores on
the Self Appraisal Scale between a pre-
and post- assessments of children parti-
cipating in the program is compared to
the change in mean scores of children
in the control group.
Total scores on the Self Appraisal Scale'(SAS) were ob-
tained for each subject by methods described in Chapter i
III. These scores served as the single dependent vari- %
able in the two factor repeated measurements analysis of '
variance design. Analysis of variance of SAS total scores
" indicated that the interaction of the two main effects were
. found to be statistically significants
Figure 2 depicts graphically the interaction effect.
The actual treatment means for each level of each effect
appeaern tha graph to aid in the interpretation of the

results. Whereas, the change for the control group

from the pretest to the posttest was negative, the change

s

for the experimental group was positive and greate;. The
fact that these lines are not paraliel is indicative of
‘the éignificant interaction obtained in the analysis. The
analysis of variance is sunmarized in Table 3.

The Groups by Time of Testing interaction was found

to be statistically significant (F=7.77; df=1/237, p ¢ .01).

Again, .a statistically significant interaction in analysis




55

Figure 2

PRZ AND POST MEAN SELF APPRAISAL
SCALE TOTAL SCORES

314

30+ '

29 /
28,11

271 . 26:86 Control

26

30.25 Experimental

Scores

Total

o

Pre Post
Time of Testing

Table 3

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY: SELF APPRAISAL
SCALE TOTAL SCORES

Source T af LS F
Between . : o
‘B - Groups 1 326.00 5.l5%
Error 237 59.82 :
Within ’ :
A - Pre vs Post 1 126.56 3.2 n.s.
A x B. .1 287.31 7. 77ER
B x subj. w. grps. 237 36.99 -
* p<.05 #% p (.01

61!




56
of variance, in general, indicates that a treatment effect
is not the same for each level of treatment. Direct in-
terpretation of overall~main effects is, as a result, less
straightforward than when an interaction is not signifi-
cant. Interpretation of main effects are ordin;;}ly made

for each level of the main effect of treatment when\§\§ta-

5

Vs

tistically significant interaction occurs. ff//ﬂTja
The repeated measurements main effect, Pretesgf

i

versus Posttest, without regard to treatment groupsi\ﬁgs
not found to be statistically significant at a commonly
accepted level., The main effect for Groups (Checkpoinf
versus control children), without regard'to Time of Test-
ing, was found to'be statistically significant (F=5.45;
df=1/237, p%.o5). That ié to say, the probability of
an overall treatment mean . difference és large as that ob-
tained between Chfckpoint children and control children on

the Self Appraisal Scale (total scores) would ocqur'by

chance less than five times in 100. It could, -therefore,

be concluded from the data that Null Hypothesis 1 may be

rejected.
The second. null hypothesis reads:

Hy, 2: There is no statistically significant
difference when the change in mean inferred
self concept, as a learner, scores., on the
Florida Key Scale between a pre- and post-
assessments of children participating in -
the program is compared to the change in
mean scores of children in the control
group. |

Total scores on the Florida Key Scale were obtained for
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each subject by methods described in Chepter III. These
scores served as the single dependent variable in the two-
factor repeated measurements aﬁalysis of variance design.
Analysis of. variance of the Florida Key Scale total scores
indicated that the twe main effects and the interaction of
the two were found to be statistically significant.
‘ Figure 3 depicts.the interaction effect. The actual
treatment means for each level of each effect appear on
the graph to aid in the interpretation of the results.. An
analysis of the simple main effect of Factor A (Pretest
‘-only) resulted in an~f ratio of 3.5i (df=1/474, .05¢ p <.10).
The change for the control group from the pretest to the
pesttest was relatively slight while the change for the ex-
perimental group was much greater.’ The fact that these
lines are not parallel is indicative of the significant
interaction obtained in the analysis. The analysis of
variance is summarized in Table L4, .

The repeated measurements main effect (Pretest
versus Posttest), without regard for treatment groups, was
also found to be statistically significant (F=37.09; df=1/237,
If(.OOl). The oﬁtained difference_between means for pre-
test versus posttest, without regard to treafment group,
could be eXpectedvtoeoccur by chance less than one time
in lpOOl The main effeet for Groups (Checkpoint versus
control children), without regard to Time of Testiné, wes“
found to be statistically significant (F=14.09; df=1/237,

p £ .001). That is to say, the probability of an overall

L]
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Figure 3

PRZ AND POST T=3T i.ZAN FLORIDA KZY SCALE
TCTAL 3CORZS CF INFuRRED SuL¥F CONCePT

547 , 53.56 Experimental ™

$50~
5
o8
v
L6
Ll 4

o I ,

Su2 /uz. 12 Control

:_‘ .
10,88 |

Lo

e e es i

45,19

U

14

“Fre ) Fost
Time of Testing

Table 4

AWALYSIS OF VARIANCZ SULI.ARY: FLORIDA KXY
SCALE TOTAL SCORZS

Source af NS F

Between o

B - Groups 1 6314 .88 14,09 #*
Lrror 237 448,05

Within

A - Pre vs Fost 1 LL3L,88 - 37.09%*%
A x B 1 1213.12 10.15%*
B x subj. w. grps. 237 119.56 '
*#%p ¢ 01 " ’ #%%¥p 001 -
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treatment mean difference as large as that obtained between
Checkpoint and control children on the Florida Key Scale

(total scores) would occur by chance less than one time

in 1p00.. It could, therefore, be concluded from the analy-

sis of the data.that Null Hyvothesis 2 may be rejected.

The third null hypotheéis reads:
Ho 3: There is no statistically significant
‘ difference when the change in mean scores
on the Pilers-Harris Chlldren s Self Concept
Scale (The Way I Feel About Myself)
between a pre- and post- assessments of
children participating in the program
is compared to the change in mean scores -
of children in the control group. ' . o
Total scores on the Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept 1
Scale were obtained for each subject by methods described j
in Chapter III. These scores served as the single depen- '
' : 1
dent variable in the two-factor repeated measurements 1
analysis of variance design. Analysis of variance of Piers- 1
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale total scores indicated |
that the two main effects were found to be étatistically
significant. The interaction effect, however, wé% not
statistically sighificant. Figure L depicts the interaction
effect. Actual treatment means for each level of each .

effect appear on the graph té aid the interpretation of

the results. The change for the control group from the

the experimental gfbup.' The fact that these lines are not

quite parallel may be primariiy a function of sampling

error and 2rrorcs of measurement of the scale itself. As
68
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pretest to posttest was somewhat less than the change for




Figure 4
PRE AND POST TEST I.ZAN PIZRS-HARRIS
CHILDREN'S SELF CONCEZEFT SCALE TOTAL
SCORES
n22+% ' - ' .
s .
£ . , E i
821" "///”’”f,21.39 xperimental
z o " -
P'Zor 19ng-_‘“;”__mﬂ‘____,,;——19.85 Control
g1op 7 |
o - .
& ‘
o’
Pre o Post
"Time of Testing
Table 5§
AWALYSIS OF VARIANCE SULIARY: PIERS-HARRIS
CHILDR:=N'S SLLP CCHCoFY SCALE TOTAL SCORLS
v Source - . 4af MS F
Between : _
B -~ Groups 1 143.00 5.80 ¥
"Error _ 237 24,63
within. . : -
A - Pre vs Fost 1 161,63 11,28 #%%
A xB , 'L 15.94  1.11 n.s.
"B x subj. w., grps. 237 14.33
*p .05 witp ¢, 001
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A1
- indicated in Table 5, the repeated measuremenfs\main effect
(Pretest versus Posttest), without regard for treatment
groups, was foﬁﬁd to be statistically significant (F=11,28;
af=l/237, p <.001). The obtainedrdifferénce between means
' for pretésf veréus posttest, Qithout regard to treatment .
group,'coﬁld be expeeted to occur;By chance less than one
in 1p00. The main effect for Groups (Checkpoint versus
céntrol'children),”wifhbut regard to Time~of Testing, was
found to be statistically significant (F=5.80; df=1/237,
p ¢.05). That is to say,'thé probability of an overall
treatment mean difference as large as that obtained be-
tween Checkpoint chiidren and control children on.the Piers;
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale (total scores) would
occur by chance léss than five -times in 100, It gould, , | B

therefore, be concluded from analysis of the data that Null

Hypothesis 3 may be rejected. | \
: 3

\
i
i
i

|

Post-Hoe Analvyses

. Although the Checkpoint Project gé committed to

providing individualized instructionﬂi %n atmosphere which
was warm and inviting, there was no g aﬁantee that true ih-.
diyidualization,took place in all:lOO cehters at all times.,
Obviously, allowances for experience, coémitmént and naturai
talents of the center staffs were ne esséry. For the pur-
poses of this study, it was decided [to asgess the degree

,of'individpaliiation takihg place and the ?uality of atmos-

phere in the experimental centers. A scal%, which is included

- \

i
\




'in Appendix C, was developed. Each experimental center

was visited unannounced by two different observers (teach-
ers -on special a581gnment) or. at least two different .oc-
casions. The observations took place durlng the span of
the 50 days of the study. Each observer;independently
‘completed and submitted the observéfion forms at the con-
clusion of the visits. Table 6 indicates scores posted for
each experimental center during the visits. The Pearson»
product-moment correlation coefficiont between the scoreo
.of the two independent observers was .74, - This value may
be considered as an estimate of the inter-rater reliability
for tho'scaLef' Based upon the information provided by-the
observers, it became possible to divide the experimental
group into two sub groups. .Part of the total experimental
group was designated as "Experimental-High Individuali-
zation" (Exp-Hi) and part was designated "Expérimental-Low
Individualization" (Exp-Low).

Fink (36), Bledsoe (7) and Shaw, Edson and Bell (100)
found that the relationship between lower self concept and
low achlevement was stronger among boys than glrls. Al;
though there was no’specific attempt to develop.a study o
design o explore this relationship alone, it was poéoible
to draw information from available data-that.could roveal
differences in the effect of Checkpoint on boys and on
girls, Therefofe, in the data, which is graphically pre-

sented in Figurss 5, 6 and 7 and in the analyses presented

in Tables ?, 8 and 9, the factors of Sex and Groups (Exp-
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Table 6
OBSERVABLE INDIVIDUALIZZD INSTRUCTICN

) AND CENTZER ATH.OSFHERZ
BY EXPERINMENTAL SCHOOLS UNITS

Schools
(By Identifi-
cation No.)

Total Scores for Individualized

Instruction and Atmosphere

- Observer A

Observer B

Average
(Max.=72)

72

71.5%

34 69 68 68, 5%
36 69 6L 66.5%
23 67 63 65 ¥
35 70 56 63 *
12 66 60 63 *
11 69 5l 61.5%
31 67 55 6L ¥
L7 71 L7 59 *

38
22

L8
62

b5
29

L6, 5
g, g

- 22 57 27 L2
53 Lo Lo Lo **
3 Lé 29 37.5%%

* pxperimental-High (Ixp -Hi)
*¥* vperimental-Low (zxp -Low)




Hi, Exp-Low, Control) were explored. The analyses were
. caréied out to assess the differential effects of "degree
of individualization", if any, on boys and girls involved
in the investigation. ' The analysis of variénée procedufe
using three factors, Group, Sex and Time of Testing, was
deemed appropriaté.to‘gauge the impact of group membership
on boyé and girls.

The analysis of varianée, using the Self Appraisal
Scale (SAS) total scores as the dependent variable, result-
‘ed in a statistically significant Groups by Time of Testing
interactlion effect (Exp-Hi vs. Exp—LoW vs. Control without
regard to Sex). The main effeét'for'Groupé (Exp-Hi vs.
Exp-Low vs. Control without regard to Time\9f Testing and-
Sex)'was also found to be'statistically sigﬁ}ficant. No
other effects were found to be significant. Because of the
statistical significance of.the interaction effect,“the
main effect cannot be interpreted directly.,

To aid in the interpretgtion of the resulté, the
mean tofal scores for boys aﬂd girls within each experi-
.mental group are displayed in Figure 5. As can be seen
from the gfaph, the effect of groub membership appears to
a account, in part, for the amount of change in SAS total
‘scores, Group membershiphdoes not appear to effect boys
" and girls differently.. What becomes‘mosf apparent from
the data displajed in Figure 5 is that the change from
pretest to postteét for all control groﬁb chiidren was

negative whereas the change for most experimental group
=




Total _Scores

PRE AND POST MEAN S=ZLF APPRAISAL SCALE TOTAL

Figure 5

SCORES BY SEX, EXP-HI, ZXFP-LOW AND CONTROL

324
31.46 (Exp-Hi, Males)
314 '
301 29'95“ 29,57 (Exp-Low, Females)
29.50: /’29.41-(Exp—Hi, Females)
29.] ‘ 29.05 (Exp-Low, liales)
28.43
284
2. 26.9 7.19 (Control, Males)_
26,89
261 f‘\~26.04 (Control, Females)
25
2h- 23 gg
23~
Fre .Post '

Time of Testing
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Table 7 J
- i
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: SELF APPRAISAL
SCALE TOTAL SCORES BY SEX, EXP-HT,
EXP-LOW AND CONTROL ' 1
Source af ¥S . F . 1
:
Between
C-Groups 2 533.44 9.4 *xx*
B"Sex l 25-06 < l nnSa
BExC 2 91.28 1.61 n.s.
Error ' 233 . 56,78
Within
A-Pre vs Post 1 126.50 | 3.47 n.s.
AxC 2 o 2L2.94 6,66 **
A x B | 1 24,31 { 1 n.s.
AxBxC 2 21.97 {1 n.s.
C x subj. w. grps, 233 36.48

‘*xp L .01 *¥*¥p (€ .001




children was positive. Although the amount of change ap-
pears to be much greater for bo&s and giris in one experi-
mental group (Exp—Low), it may posSifly be an artifact of
the graphical presentation. The amount of change may also
be due to the aftainmént of the lower mean scores at the
pretest which may have provided more room for improvement.
The fact that the main effect for. groups was4staﬁis—
tically-significant is not surprising. This result was
'obtained in theﬁprimary analysis for the SAS reported
earlier in this Chapter. As.can be seen in Table 7,
neither the main effect for Sex nor any interaction con-
taiging that effect approached statistical significance.
The expectation of boys and girls reacting differently to
the Checkpoint Program "treatment" was not borne out. |
Total scores from the Florida Key Scale (FKS) were
analyzed .using the same three factor analysis of wvariance
design (Groups by Sex by Time of Testing); The Time of
Testing was the repeafed measurements factof'aﬁd.the total
FKS score served as the single dependent variabie.fﬂ. |
The Groups by Time of"Testing inﬁeraction waé
found to be statistically significant (Exp—ﬁi vss Exp-
Lov vs. Control wijhput regard fo Sex)}. As expéqted, the
main effects for Groups'and Time of Testing were also
found to be statistically significant. More importantly,
howaver; was the significant main effect for Sex. All of
the experimental design effects can be ﬁndersfood moré

clearly by viewing Figure 6. The analysis of variance
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Total Scorss

. 404

61
60+
59;
584
571
56
551

shq

SBW
52
51-
50+
19-
48.
47
16
451
13

L2 4
414

39+

Figure 6

- PRE AND POST MEAN FLORIDA KEY SCALE TOTAL

SCORES BY SEX, EXP-HI,

50.53

Lg.20

43,60

EXP-LOW AND CONTROL

,59.95 (Exp-Low, Females)

57.73 (Exp—Hi, Females)

SEXP—Hi’ Males)
Exp-Low, Males)

L2.55 42,52 (Control, Males and
Females)
41,34 .
39.70
- Pre - Post

Time of Tasting




Table 8

69

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY: -FLORIDA KEY

78

SCALE TOTAL SCORES BY SEX, EXP-HI, EXP-LOW
‘AND CONTROL
Source : af MS F
Between
C-Groups 2  3160.06 7.16 we=
B-Sex 1 224444 5.08 *
B x C 2 516.78 1.17 n.s.
Error 233 Lu41.65
Within
A-Pre vs Post. 1 hh35.13 36.56 #x
axc . 2 606.94 5,00 **
AXxXB 1 105.56 {1 n.s.
AxBxC | 2 16.28 (1 n.s.
C x subj. w. gfps. 233 121.31 *
*p < .05 **p < .01 *¥¥p << .001
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summary table for this angiysis appears in Table 8.

Gains in self concept scores as measuréd by the
FKS were made by all groups. But, as can be seen in |
Figure 6, the gains made by girls.in both experimental
groﬁps were much gfeater than for boys in the samé groups
cand for all control group children. The Florida Key |
Scale may be more éensitive to differences ir self concept
that are sex related than is the Self Appraisal Scale. In
addition, an examination of the data displayed in Figure
6 reveals that the notion that a higher degree of indivi-
dualization yields positive and greatef changes in self
concept 1s not supported. h

The final post-hoc analysis wés a three-factor
analysis of variaﬁce using total scores from the Piers-
Harris Children's Self Concept Scale. The three factors
were Groups, Sgk and Time of Testing. The last factor
was the repeatéd meZsu?ements factor. A plot of the
treatmen£ means for all éroups appears in Figure 7. The
summary table for this analyéis of variance appears in
Table 9, ‘

Although the figure appears‘to present "mixed"
results, only two main effects, the Group effect-and the:
Time of Testing effect, were fbund to'be statistically

significant. The main effect for Sex did not approach

statistical significance.

1
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Figure 7

PRE AND POST MEAN PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S
SELF CONCEPT SCALE TOTAL SCORES BY SEX,
EXP-HI, EXP-LOW AND CONTROL

23-
22.25 (Exp-Hi, Males)
22~
‘ 21.36 (Exp-Low, Females)
21-
20,55 20.75(Exp-Low, Males)
0 20.35 (Exp-Hi, Females)
5 20 |
0 19.94 ////19 94 (Control, Males)
- 19.6037’ 19.61 (Control, Females)
- 19.58 '
S| - 19.03
18.63
18-
H
-

Pre : Post

Time of Testing
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Table 9. ‘
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE SUMMARY: PIERS-HARRIS
CHILDREN'S SELF CONCEPT SCALE TOTAL SCORES
. BY SEX, EXP-HI, EXP-LOW AND CONTROL
Source .~ -af - MS F
Between
C-Groups 2 99.00 L,oly #*
B-—SeX 1 ' 25.88 ’1006 n.S-
BxC 2 23.34 1 n.s,
Error 233 24,51
Within
M% > ‘
- A-Pre vs Post 1 161.56 11.23 ###
"AxC ‘ o2 9.63 {1 n.s.
AxB » 1 4.88 ' ¢ 1 n.s.
AxBxC 2  18.06  1.26 n.s.
C x subj. w. grps. 233 14.38
*p ¢ .05 | *x%p < 001 .




CHAPTER V

3

'DISCUSSION

]

Summary and Conclusions

The central issue in this study was to determine

"whether a measurable positive change in self concept oc-

curred among low achieving primary grade urban children
as a result of.exposure to the Philadelphia Checkpoint
Program."Using three independent assessment instruments,
the resuits indicated that positive changes in seif‘conept
of children varticipating in the Checkpoint Program were
greater, on all three measures, than changes-experienced
by control group citildren during a ten week treatment.
period. Further, when comparing the relative changes in
self concept of the children in the Checkpoint Program
with those of the control gfoup, the differences were
found to be statistically significant. Therefore, the
findings of this study indicate that self concept, 'as
measured by the Self Appraisal Scale, the Florida Key
Scale and the Piers-Hafris Children's Self Concept Scale,
among low achieving primary grade urban children can be
raised as a result of exposure to an individualized in-
structional atmosphere such as that found in the Check-
point Progqém. Al*though the program was not primarily
designed to improve the self concept of children, it may
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be furfher concluded that an educational process that
includes a warm, accepting, "can't fail" atmosphere can
be‘effectire in creatingnpositive‘changes in the self con-
cept of participatino children.

“An 1mportant questlon to whleh no clear answer was
provided by the results of this study is the cause and
effeet relationship between academic growth and improvement
in self concept}s The results clearly show that Progress
in both academic achievement (reading) and self concept
took place within the experimental group. If, during the

relatively'short exposure’to the program, gains in self

 concept preceded measurable academier gains, then a conclu-

sion relative to tiiis antecedent relationship may have

been possible. At this point, however, the only conclu-
* -?la. ()‘

sion that can be drawn is that galns 1n both self concept

and readlng skills took place. Howeverw the cause- and- -

effect relationship between these findings cannot be as-

o

certained from the data.

A number of studies concerned with programs that

o

incorporateiséﬁe of the elements of Checkpoint reported

progress“ih both academic achievement and in self concept

(50) (87)x (88), (101).. In these studies, conclusions

v’were based prlmarlly upon observation and oplnlon. One

of the basic reasons for conductlng thls study was to

verify or Legecf the notlon that spe01al1zed programs pro-"
T
viding individualized; lnstruetlon for low acﬂleV1ng Chll—

f

'dren do, in fact, proiuce measurable galns in self concept.

[

: ‘4\ n
. -

| !
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Fraﬁ the results of this study, it is_poSsible to conclude
that programs_similarbin structure to Checkpoint may have
produced a combinatioﬁ of positive measurabie resulfs in
academic achieyement and self concept.

| Checkpoint. means many.things and involves many cod—.
cepts. Some of the elements are: - emphasis on individual
prescriptive and diagnostic inStructiOn, "cycling" chil-
dren out of regular classrabms, immediéte responae, guar-
anteed success in é "can™t fail" atmosphere anq moét ih—
portantly, warm and personal adult aftention. The results
of this study can not be used to conclude which specific
aépects of the Checkﬁoint Program imbact»upon self con-
cépt. It may be one elément, a‘combination of elements or
thé,totai cbnglomerate that may effect chanée in self con-
cept. .f |

%

Coopersmith (24:21) has stated that it is- difficult

to effect rapid changes in self'concept. Englé (31) wrote

" that self.attitudes of adolescents tend to remain stable;

while Piers (?5;18) stated that stabilify may,be,iess in

‘early childhood. Snygg and Combs (20:161) wrote that

It may bé concluded from the results of this étudy that

change in self concept, according to measures used, can

f?,takﬁ place during a brief exposure to an educational pro-

cess. This reiatively rapid change may be éssociated with
the age of the subjects. An appropriate "follow—up"'to

this study would be to measure self concepf changes

Y -
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resulting'from ekposure to the Checkpoint Program over a
period of years. Myers (65) discovered that continuous
~exposure to an individualized pfogram over two years

induced a-decline in self concept. However, a provision

~for a continugd warm atmosphere associated with long ex-
posure to_indiviaualizéd instruction may produce findings
that could vary from those of Myers.

_Post-ho¢ aﬁalyées were conducted for two major
reasons., The first was felated to the fact that this
investigatof discovered through observations that although
all or most Checkpoint teachers adhered to program policiés,
there were sufficient differences within the teaching situ-
ation that provided the teacher with a great deal of lati-
tude. As described in Chapter v and summarized in Table
6, it was possible, through the use of obseryer reports,
to identify those centefs with&a comparatively high degree
(Exp—ﬁi) and tﬁose with a relatively low degree (Exp-Low)
of individualization. An examination of Figures 5, 6 and
7 and the related data reveals.that it isonot really pos-
sible to conclude that the Exp-Hi group‘made.better gainé
in self concept than the Exp-Low. Both the Exp-Hi and
Exp—LOW'groups appeared to make greater measurable self
concept géins than the control group. Ffom this informa-
tion, ‘it may benéoncluded that the degreé of individualiza-
tidn may not be an é#tremely critical aspect in theAdevelop—

ment of 'self concept. The criticalldifference appeared

i
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when Checkpoint participation was compared with no.

"Checkpoint exposure..

. The second reason for conducting the post-hoc
analyseé was relatad to the idea that the relationship
between ldwer self concept ana iow achievement is strong-
er among boys than girls (7), (36), (100). An‘examina—
tion of the resﬁlts indicated that on only one of the three
measurés, the Florida Key Scale, wés.a change in self cqn—'
cept related ‘to exposure to Checkpoint significantly
differeh% when comparing boys and girls. ~Based upon this
finding, it must be concludéd that the results of this

study féiled to give clear support to the notion that the

.sex factor 1s critically associated with changes in self

concept resulting from an individualized educational

process,.

'Implications

The ‘findings of +his study can be of considerable

importance to educators and curriculum developers. During

é period’ of time in which very large amounts of resources
aye belng expended to ascertaiﬁ which of many approé%hes
may be besf to reach many low achieving urban.children,
Checkpoint and similar ‘ideas hold a ray oi hope. As

reported -in Chapter IV, third grade children in the study

‘'who were low achleving and not exposed to Checkpoint or

any other special program actually dropped in national

percentile rankings from the 13th to the 6éth in CAT
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Reading between May, 1974 and December, 1974. This drop
at the third grade level is not strange to those who,serve

in large urban school distficté. Coleman (17:293), in

" his well publicized report, Equality of Educational

Opportunity, referred to this decline from grade 3 to
grége 12. Interventlion with some type of supplementary
program such as Cﬂeckpoint appears to be'of'extreme.im—
poftancef Programs like Checkpoint may be.able to correct
,‘what appears to be tﬁe normal cumulative deficit of under;
achievement of many urban hildren which becomes very evi-
dent at the third grade level and continues beyond. The
probleﬁ of_which is aﬁtecedent,4self concept or academic
growth, 1is not'tﬁe paramount issue., The real hope is that
programs and practices will be designed to develop and
nourish growth in both self concept and academic achieve-

ment simultaneously or in any order.

-

Recommendations

The findings of this and numerous other studies
support the ASSumption that there is an interrelationship
between self concept and academic achievement (5), (10),

S11), (13), (1), (17), (29), (82), (55), (58), (68), (71),

¥

(797, (99), (109). Studies should continue to be conducted

which attempt to discover if there is a definite cause and
effect relationship between self concept and acadé&iq |

, : | I .
.achievement. If and when conclusive evidence becPmes avail-

5

able abouy the antecedent relationship, then currrculum-

1

A




developers éhould be guided acéprdingly. Howevér, since
this antecédent relationship is n@t clearly established

at this time, curricula should be déveloped that deli- T
berately attempts to improve self concept ahd‘académicr
achievement at the same time with littlé or no attention
directed to the cause and effect relationship. In the

last ahalysis,’if schbols can affect'academic growth, which
is théir major responsibility, through the use of the
catalyst of positive self concept, then the expenditure
of»resources to coﬁcentrate on the improvement of self
concept is justified even though the relgtionship is not

clearly understood.
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i B e ¢ .. v Appendix A
e | *SELF APPRATSAL - SCATE - . S
T e R _ "~ Helen Davidson

- _ Judith Greenberg '
. T oo S Unlverslty of New York

Directions: - The words on thls page tell dlffP"ent ways'ﬂv»

~ . children are. Read the words next to each nwaber. Put v
"a.cross (X) in one space on each line to show whetheér you o
think -you are that way MOST OF THE TIME or ABOUT HALF THE
TIME or HARDLY EVER

I THINK I AM:

&,

Most of . About Half Hardly"
‘the Time: . “the' Time Ever

1. neat........,....... 2%% 1 0
2. a big ‘help at homew. 2 1 .0

" 3. .smart in:schodl..... - 2 -~ - 1 -0
l}"-'shyaoll-ao--a:.loaua .o : E l 2

5. a pestediieiciieenina o - ~ 1 2"

6., very good in art...._. 2 ~ 1 ) 0
-7, scared to take N L - Tl

-7 chanceSesssesevnsasae___ 0 - - g ! N2

A8, full of funeeseeeees, -2- - 1 20
9., a hard worker..eeee._ 2 ' o1 . 0 -
- e 10. pollte..........:...- 2 : 1l - -0
Ty 11. trying'my Pesteeeens 2: 7 1 0

AT 12, nice looking.seveess 2 1 _0 _

- s 13 "-- lczy...-..--,o-.-.o-. -0 -1 T 2 - R
, L lU - full of questions - S T U
T o T ' . ‘about hew thingsS...._ 2 1 0 tD‘;
s l5.,,g01ng to do well.... 2 1 ) :

SR on T 16 SAdesesdecssesananee_ 0 N1 2
S - 17. 'good in sports..;f.. "2 B 1" 0
t 18. careleSS.secescesioss [0} 1 2
19.1_honest.............. 2 1 )
. .20, nNErvouSsissssssscsans 0 1 .2
-, 21,  good at making - R o T
‘ o thingSeeeseescssoens 2 1. - 0
1022, badeipeieseeerierye 0 1 G2
23. 1liked by other. - - = '
o+ childreNesesdveseees_ 2 1 0-
24, as lucky as others..___ 2~ 1 0

~ . A
A |

SO *Perm1ss1on to use. the Self Appralsal ‘Scale was obtalned
\\' . from Dr. Judith Greenberg, ‘on Sep+ember 9, 1974

**Numbers represent score values.3 L
Ve o ) S

'r.9l .




s : - 1' Appepdix.Bv
*THE FLQRIDA KEY -
LEARNER SELF CONCEPT SCALE . B '
. B o Dr. Wllllam W. Eurkey
o - . .. . .Dry Bob N.Cage
' ' ' - .-'Unlverslty of - Florlda

}TEACHER FORM “ |
This scale is to, asslst the teacher in evaluatlng how - 7
the stident percelves "his or her "learper self.  Plea ‘

.+ grlect one of the followlng answers and record the n
”'1n the b]ank space. . By

\a J :

V.’ . 3 - .

, Name of student to be evaluated - '

‘ VERY ONCE IN OCCASION- FAIRLY VERY
“NEVER 0 DELDOM '] AWHILE 12 ALLY:3 , OFTEN: sl _OFTEN: 5

| Compared w1th other students hlS age, does “this student

YRR P ask meanlngful questlons in class°..g...;%....

2.. say good thlngs about his school°.:.“.........

. / 3. talk: to others about his school wcrk”......... . ,
/ » Mt\fget along with other'students°................ L -
/.. 5.7 get along with -the teacher”................c..;‘ T
.// i 6. flnlsh his school work”....................‘..__ ‘
S ¢ 7.7, read in T S S R L LR X PR T L S
B -8, 5301n 'in school act1v1t1es?....................‘ L
’9;w-speak up for his own 1deas°............u......'

-th;"look people in- the eye?.....w..;..,.....g.....

11. keep calm when things go wro&g°.i.............
v 12, offer +oanswer_questlons in class?e e ereviteee_
o ?lB.N offer to speak in front of the class9;}.;..};.l |
'14._ioffer to'do extra work in. school”.............__;;;__;
15, tell the truth about his.school work”.........'

f# .~ 16. seek out new thlngs to do 1n/school on hls

own‘?...lnotnooio....o'll.l./.l.o.lool..ool.looo

'l7fo do h1s school work carefullyQ.................v

- 18, pay attentlon to class act1v1t1es°............ o v
W 4 L e S

B
/
/

O

‘*Permlsslon to use The’ Florlda Key Scale was obtalned‘
~ from Dr,_W Purkey on July/22 1974,
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Appendlx C

3 “):

1

, CHECKPOINT CENTER PROGRA .
> Observable Individualized Instr ctlon and
Center Atmosphere B .. .

Date: .

, Center Locatlon‘v‘~

. /. ;
: L Ind1v1duallzlng 1nstructlon conslsts of des1gn1ng and
’ - . conducting ‘a program- of studies w1th each student that is.
- tailor-made to fit his learning needs and his character1SA s

S friaz.?‘The teacnlnb~learn1ng

’tmosphere appears
-t(J be Structured but I‘/Elaxed.....--..-.-...--a.

.Each pupll appears to;be treated as a
unlque lndlvlduala.co].ac-.aa.aoaaaaaalao-.aaa-

\

Personal contact (verbal and/or phys1cal
takes pla-e "between ah adylt (heacher or

alde) and eaCh Chlld-..o-o----u--oo-.-------o-

/ . . 4

The teacher appears to. be ‘warm and-
pleasant..’Q.Illl'III.I.I..II...llll.l.l..llll

© ]

1The instructional’ dide appears to

’ . - tics as a learner. This checklist is des1gned to asgess
. the degree of individualization taking place and quality
o of atmosphere observable durlng al Checkp01nt class .session.
G C . "; A \ _— . .»_‘_.
S . »
v *******************************%&%************************
,'Please select orie .of the follow1ng responses and record the l
L number in. the. blank space next/jto each ltem.
s . S X ) o _/ '
3 v o L - . ?
~ Not Ev1dent or - ‘Barely. Moderatel -\Very B
Not Observable O Evident:1l Ewldent 2 Ev1dent43 Ev1dent 4
Classroom Atmosphere'
_ v l,_lThe room 1s attractlve,/neat and 1nv1t1ng.....

be warm ‘and pleasant..........................

v

o

Total Atmosphere N




| Ind1v1duallzed Instructlon-v f»

l'._

'lO. .
© - part of their learnlng on a. self-directed . -

. ll. :‘

2.

o

7The classroom-is well. organlzed and ,
.efflclentlymanagedll.ll.llll..l.l...l..l‘ll.“ ?‘

-

Up to date record folders are kept

.‘for eaCh Chlldll-lcidl()llnll.l!.“"'!;l.l‘-....lb

Materlals and equlpment;nece sary for

‘1nd1v1dua11zea instructlion. are exces51ble and

 The currlculum for. each chvld ‘is
»dlrectly based upon the Speclflc

'ava;lable ‘in adequate quantltles..............L

)

1

Lesson plannlng is done for 1nd1v1dual : t '_fv’

students rather than for a. group.............n

ot

- learning pbgectlves established for .

" ‘Different 1earn1ng tasks are ass1gned to

..Y

-There ‘i's evidence that varylng 1nstruc-v
'.tlonal techn;ques are used w1th each Chlld o

‘upon the - determlnatlon that gach student is

the youngstersoni-l-l----'.-------l-.onnnnoaatqn

' .

dlfferent class members at a given tlme.....;,

'Help i offered £o. students 1nd1v1dually . _
-rather than 1m a group settlng...o........a,..»»‘

2

. Each. student‘appears to be proceedlng at

his own: rate through a unlt of study..;...t;..
otudents appear to be. conductlng a maaor".
bas1s......u...........................,......
Group teachlng, when it occurs, 1s .based

ready to study the same task and- in- the same
way as o'ther members of. the group.............n

'Evaluatlon of pupll progress appears to be.

done on-an 1nd1v1dual bas1s...................

[S

INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

e

T




